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establishing an overall pattern of sustained acclaim and extraordinary ability such that
we can conclude that coaching is within the beneficiary’s area of expertise.

AFM ch. 22.2(i)(1)(C) (emphasis in original). We believe this statement may be expressed more
simply as follows: We may conclude that coaching is within an athlete’s area of expertise under
section 203(b)(1)(A)(ii) of the Act if (1) the individual’s national or international athletic acclaim
was recent, and (2) he or she sustained that acclaim upon transition to coaching at a national level.
To make this determination, we consider the totality of the evidence.

As outlined above, the record demonstrates the Petitioner’s recent athletic acclaim. He placed
second in national competitions as recently as October of 2013, and was a member of Korea’s
national team as recently as 2012. He filed the instant petition on May 16, 2014, within seven
months of his last major competitive achievement.” Moreover, the record indicates no appreciable
lapse between his days of competing as an athlete and coaching at the national level. Following
retirement from competition in 2013, the Petitioner signed a contract with the Sports Authority of
India in to train Indian judo athletes preparing for the 2014 Asian Games and Commonwealth
Games, the 2016 Olympic Games, and other international competitions.® Cf: Integrity Gymnastics &
Pure Power Cheerleading, LLC v. USCIS, No. 2:10-CV-440, 2015 WL 5380643 (S.D. Ohio Sep. 14,
2015) (upholding the AAO’s finding that coaching was not within the cognizable area of expertise
for a gymnast who last competed 20 years prior to coaching at the high school level). These
considerations support a finding that the Petitioner’s extraordinary ability and sustained acclaim as a
judo athlete, addressed in section A above, extend to his work as a judo coach.

The record also shows a progression of education, experience, and licensing that has positioned the
Petitioner to continue in his area of expertise as a judo coach. In 2003, he received a bachelor’s
degree in physical education with a focus on athletic coaching. In 2005, the Petitioner received a
master’s degree in physical education for which he wrote a thesis on the anxiety levels of athletes
during judo matches. From 2003 to 2006, he coached the __ University judo team, several
members of which placed first, second, or third at national university tournaments. In 2008, the
Petitioner obtained a Class 2 Judo Sports Coach License, and in 2011, he obtained a Class 1 Judo
Sports Coach License. These preparatory steps taken by the Petitioner throughout his career as an
athlete further support a finding that coaching is within his area of expertise.

The Petitioner demonstrated his extraordinary ability as a judo athlete. The totality of the evidence
also establishes that the area of expertise in which he enjoys sustained national or international

* While the AFM only expressly addresses the career transition between athlete and coach, we do not mean to imply that
this is the only career transition that may occur within an individual’s area of expertise. Because the case before us
concerns the very athlete-coach transition contemplated in the AFM, we need not address what other career transition
scenarios might warrant a similar analysis (e.g., athlete-to-broadcaster or musician-to-instructor).

> We do not purport to establish a particular timeframe within which the transition from competing to coaching is
deemed sufficiently recent.

® The record further substantiates that arrangements were made for the Petitioner and his family to reside in India while
he works with the Indian athletes.
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acclaim includes judo coaching. AFM ch. 22.2(i)(1)(C). Finally, the Petitioner has demonstrated he

seeks to work in the United States in this area of expertise, which encompasses both athleticism and
coaching. 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(5).

HI. CONCLUSION

The Petitioner submitted the requisite initial evidence and demonstrated his extraordinary ability
when considered in a final merits decision. Section 203(b)(1)(A)(i) of the Act. He presented a
sufficient nexus between his ability as an athlete and his work as a coach, such that we conclude that
he seeks to enter the United States to continue to work in his area of extraordinary ability.
Section 203(b)(1)(A)(i1) of the Act. By demonstrating that he seeks to continue to work in his area
of extraordinary ability, and there being no indication otherwise, we are satisfied that the Petitioner’s
entry will substantially benefit prospectively the United States. Section 203(b)(1)(A)(iii) of the Act.
Therefore, the Petitioner has met the burden of proof necessary to establish eligibility for the benefit
sought. Sections 203(b)(1)(A), 291 of the Act.

ORDER: The appeal is sustained.
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